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The measure removes provisions specify-
ing that each county shall have a board of 
supervisors, a sheriff, a county clerk, a dis-
trict attorney, and other officers, and speci-
fies merely that there shall be a "governing 
body" and "other officers." It removes re-
strictions on the power of the state govern-
ment to limit local property tax rates. 
The measure removes the guarantee that 
the State Superintendent of Public Instruc-
tion shall be elected by the people, and au-
thorizes the state government to change the 
method of his selection. It removes conflict 
of interest safeguards affecting the Public 
Utilities Commission and other public offi-
cials. It extensively revises provisions con-
cerning the furnishing of free textbooks for 
elementary schools. The language specifies 
that "a series of textbooks" shall be fur-
nished. This could tie the state to the out-
dated single adoption system or to an entire 
series of a single publisher or author 
This proposition was rushed throug e 
Legislature without the benefit of adequate 
consideration and study by local govern-
mental bodies and citizens' groups. Although 
we recognize the need to eliminate obsolete 
or repetitious language in the Constitution 
and to rearrange and consolidate some of its 
s~~tion~ we urge a "NO" vote on this propo-
sItIon III order to guarantee the Constitu-
tional safeguards which protect you against 
the concentration of excessive governmental 
power in Sacramento. 
JOHN STULL, Assemblyman 
80th District 
ROBERT H. BURKE, Assemblyman 
70th District 
H. L. RICHARDSON, Senator 
19th District 
TAXATION OF PUBLIOLY OWNED PROPERTY. Legislative Oon-
stitutional Amendment. Provides that after 1968 lands located YES 
outside of the county, city and county, or municipal corporation 2 (including any public district or agency) owning the same, which 
'"ere taxable when acquired, shall be assessed in accordance 
with prescribed formula based on total population and assessed 
value in the state, and assessment also shall be subject to other NO 
specified conditions and presumptions. 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 27, Part II) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Oounsel I fined to include any public district or public 
A "Yes" vote on this measure is a vote in 
favor of providing special rules for taxing 
land and improvements owned by a county, 
city and county, or municipal corporation 
which is taxable by reason of its being lo-
cated outside the boundaries of the govern-
mental owner. 
A "No" vote is a vote in favor of continu-
ing to assess this type of taxable property 
in accordance with existing constitutional 
requirements. 
For further details see below. 
'I agency) for tax purposes. 
If such lands constituted over 35 percent 
of the total assessed value of all property 
taxed in the taxing county in the base year 
of 1966, the assessed value of the lands as of 
that date would be adjusted by a factor 
which would be the ratio of (1) total state-
wide assessed valuation of land divided by 
the estimated civilian population in the state 
on the latest date prior to the date of assess-
ment, to (2) the total statewide assessed 
valuation of lands on the lien date in 1966 
divided by the estimated civilian population 
of the state on that date. 
If such lands constituted more than 30 
Detailed Analysis by the Legislative Oounsel percent of such total assessed value in 1967, 
Section 1 of Article XIII of California's the formula would be applied with 1967 as 
Constitution presently requires that all tax- the base year. 
able property in the state be assessed and Lands so owned by a public entity but not 
taxed uniformly, except as otherwise pro- subject to assessment under the formula set 
vided in the Constitution. Property owned forth above, would be taxed in proportion 
by a county, city and county, city, or dis- to value but not in excess of the amount 
trict is generally exempt. However, land and determined under the formula using 1967 as 
improvements located outside the boundaries the base year. 
of the county, city and county, city, or dis- The measure would establish, with respect 
triet owning them are subject to taxation if to property assessed under the formula, a 
taxable at the time of acquisition. conclusive presumption that the land is as-
sessable and taxable at the same situ" -'1d 
This measure would add Sections 1.60 to that no other interests in such land 11 
1.69 to Article XIII to provide a special thereafter be assessed to the governn.._~,al 
formula for assessing such land (including owner. If such lands were not assessed in 
water rights) owned by a county, city and 1966 or 1967, as the case may be, they would 
county, city or municipal corporation (de- thereafter be exempt while so owned. All pos-
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sessory interests in such lands owned by a 
'ate person, other than a lease for agricul-
I purposes or interests otherwise exempt, 
would be subject to general property taxation. 
The measure would further provide that 
any replacement or substitution of a taxable 
improvement after March 1954 would be 
assessed while owned and posspssed by the 
governmental owner at no more than the 
highest nluation placed on the improvement 
replaced 
No tax of any kind, other than a property 
tax authorized by existing law or by this 
measure, could be imposed on the produc-
tion, gathering, storage, transmission, sale 
or use of water by a county, city and county, 
or municipal corporation, if based upon the 
consumption or use of water outside the 
boundaries of the taxing jurisdiction. 
Argument in Fa.vor of Proposition No.2 
Your Yes vote on this proposed Constitu-
tional Amendment will provide a permanent, 
fair solution to long-standing disputes and 
costly litigation between public agencies such 
as cities, counties, and districts owning tax-
able land and water rights located outside 
their boundaries. These properties have been 
acquired over the years to provide water 
and other utility services to their inhabit-
ants. 
Fluch lands and water rights Rre taxable, 
like private property. However, unlike 
. ate property there is no fair, agreed 
upon method of assessing such land and 
water rights. Such property is unique. Ac-
tual sales against which to measure fair 
market values are virtually non-existent. 
This amendmpnt continups the taxation of 
these publicly-owned lands, but sets up a 
state-wide formula so their assessed valua-
tion will increase at a similar rate to the gen-
eral incr~ase in property values throughout 
the State-an estimated 5 per cent each year. 
This measure will assure continuance of 
an adequate tax base related to these lands. 
It will also assure public agencies owning 
the property that their citizens will not bear 
more than an equitable share of taxes levied 
in the taxing counties. 
Equity in taxation is a basic goal for all 
of us. No one should bear his unjust tax 
share. 
This amendment is a protection of that 
principle. 
I urge aYes vote. 
SENATOR GEORGE R. MOSCONE 
10th Senator;al District 
City and County of San Francisco 
Argument in Fa.vor of Proposition No.2 
. )ur yes vote protects your vital interest 
~blic watershed lands and public water 
rIghts. 
Citizens of the water short areas of Los 
Angeles, San Francisco, the East Bay, Sac-
ramento, Riverside and many other com· 
munities are largely unaware that they are 
being taxed on public watershed lands hun-
dreds of miles away and also taxed on the 
right to use water for domestic consumption 
or electric power. These taxes run into mil. 
lions of dollars and add to the cost of utility 
services. While it is proper that these areas 
pay a fair amount of taxes to the counties 
from which their water originates, it is not 
fair to allow assessments without reasonable 
controls. 
Disagreement on the amount of the as-
sessed value of such lands and water rights, 
against which taxes are levied, has resulted 
in prolonged and costly court battles be-
tween public agencies. This situation should 
not continue. 
T!)e Legislature, representing all areas, has 
developed a reasonable assessment formula 
which they feel will be fair to everyone. This 
proposed Constitutional Amendment will put 
that formula into effect. 
I strongly recommend your support. 
SENATOR GORDON COLOGNE 
Riverside County, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on 
Water Resources 
Argument Aga.inst Proposition No. 2 
A yes vote on Proposition 2 will take away 
the right of the taxpayers to control their 
own tax rate. Those who are in favor of 
Proposition 2 have one principal aim: to 
lower property taxes for large governmwtal 
landowners by taking the taxing power away 
from the people. Pllssage of Propo~ition 2 will 
increase the tax burden of homeowners and 
businesses in many California cities and 
counties. 
Proposition 2 removes the right of the tax-
payers in a county to assess lands owned by 
outside public agencies. It provides for an 
assessment formula which greatly benei1ts 
the large governmental agencies while it dis-
criminates against the local taxpayer. 
Lands owned by public agencies and held 
in another county, would be assessed at a 
lower value than similar properties in that 
other county. Most municipalities owning 
large parcels of property in other counties 
are large and wealthy. The counties in which 
such lands have been acquired usually are 
small and less wealthy. 
Why should large municipal utilities re-
ceive favored tax treatment at the expense 
of the local taxpayers' Proposition 2 has the 
effect of relieving large public agencies of 
their responsibility to pay their fair share of 
taxes. Counties will be defenseless against 
increases in the cost of local government and 
services because their income will be fixed . 
Under present law, land is assessed by the 
local assessor at a value reflecting its condi-
tion when acquired by the the public body. 
Improvements on the land are not assessed 
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unless they were taxable when acquired. 
Under Proposition 2, however, the tax rate 
on lands owned by outside public agencies 
will not be set by the local assessor. Instead, 
it will be locked into the Constitution and 
cannot be more than the assessed value for 
1966 lien date, factored upwards by a very 
conservative formula which strongly favors 
big city utilities. 
Keep your right to assess the value of all 
land in your own county-vote NO on 
proposition. 
RICHARD J. DOLWIG 
California State Senator 
12th Senate District 
LEO J. RYAN 
California State Assemblyman 
27th Assembly District 
FOB. BONDS TO PROVIDE STATE COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY, AND UR-
3 
BAN SCHOOL FACILITIES. (This act provides for a bond issue of 
two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000).) 
AGAINST BONDS TO PROVIDE STATE COLLEGE, UNIVERSITY, AND 
URBAN SCHOOL FACILITIES. (This act provides for a bond issue 
of two hundred fifty million dollars ($250,000,000).) 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 29, Part U) 
General Analysis by the 
Legislative Counsel 
A "Yes" vote (a vote FOR BONDS) is a 
vote to authorize the issuance and sale of 
state bonds to provide funds not to exceed (1) 
$200,000,000 for the major building construc-
tion, equipment and site acquisition needs of 
University of California and California State 
Colleges, and (2) $50,000,000 for the recon-
struction and replacement of substandard 
buildings in school districts maintaining pub-
lic elementary and secondary schools in urban 
areas. 
A "No" vote (a vote AGAINST BONDS) 
is a vote to refuse to authorize the issuance 
and sale of the bonds. 
For further details see below. 
Detailed Analysis by the 
Legisla.tive Counsel 
This act, the State Higher Education and 
Urban School Construction Program Bond 
Act of 1968, would authorize the issuance 
and sale of state bonds in an amount not to 
exceed $250,000,000. 
Bond proceeds, in an amount not to exceed 
$200,000,000, would be used for major build-
ing construction, equipment, and site acquisi-
tion needs of the University of California and 
the California State Colleges. 
Bond proceeds, in an amount not to ex-
ceed $50,000,000, are to be used for recon-
struction and replacement of substandard 
buildings, constructed prior to 1943 and for 
related off-site facilities, utilities or improve-
ments, in school districts maintaining public 
elementary and secondary schools in urban 
areas, pursuant to the Urban School Con-
struction Aid Law of 1968 (included in this 
act), which establishes a program authoriz-
ing apportionments by the State Allocation 
Board to school districts for such purposes, 
with a requirement that each school district I 
receiving an apportionment repay, with in-
terest, one-half of the apportionment. 
The act provides that the bonds, when 
sold, ar.e to be general obligations of the 
state for the payment of which the full faith 
and crediL of the state is pledged. It annually 
appropriates from the General Fund in the 
State Treasury the amount necessary to 
make the principal and interest payments on 
the bonds as they become due. 
Bond proreeds to be expended for capital 
outlay purposes for the University of Cali-
fornia and the California Stat.e Colleges 
required to be appropriated in a spec. 
section of the annual Budget Act. 
The State Construction Program' Com-
mittee, consisting of the Governor, the State 
Controller, the State Treasurer, the Director 
of Finance, and the Director of the Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education is re-
quired to have sufficient bonds issued and 
sold to carry out projects for which appro-
priations have been mad.e, or apportion-
ments made, as requested by the Department 
of Finance and the State Allocation Board, 
respectively. 
Argument in Favor of Proposition No.3 
Passage of Proposition 3 is VItal to every 
family in California. It provides $200 million 
for the continued growth of higher education 
in California, and $50 million for badly needed 
school construction in the urban areas of our 
state. 
Here are ten arguments in its favor: 
1. Increasing Enrollments-The University 
of California's nine campuses and the 
California State Colleges' eighteen cam-
puses increase by 14.000 students annu-
ally. We must either provide additional 
CiiiSSrooms and laboratories, or shut the 
door to some very able students by more 
restrictive admissions policies. 
2. Over-loaded Already-The Coordina 
Council for Higher Education reports 
that the University of California is 13% 
overloaded now and will be 20% over-
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Sec. 6. (a) The Legislature may provide district of this state or by a federal depart. 
lrences for veterans and their widows. ment or agency, the board by special rule 
.) T~e board by sp.e~ial rule may permit shall provide for persons who previously per. 
~f!l0ns l~ exempt PO~ltIO.ns, broug~t. under formed this work to qualify to continue in 
cIvil serVlce by constItutIonal prO'lo'lSIOn, to . . .. . . . 
qualify to continue in their positions. I their POSItIons .1I~ the state CIVlI serVloe sub· 
(c) When the state undertakes work pre. ject to such mlmmum standards as may be 
viously performed by a county, city, public established by statute. 
TAXATION OF PUBLICLY OWNED PROPERTY. Legislative Con· 
stitutional Amendment. Provides that after 1968 lands located YES 
2 
outside of the county, city and county, or municipal corporation 
(including any public district or agency) owning the same, which 
were taxable when acquired, shall be assessed in accordance 
with prescribed formula based on total population and assessed 
value in the state, and assessment also shall be subject to other NO 
specified conditions and presumptions. 
(This amendment proposed by Senate Con· 
stitutional Amendment No. 10, 1968 Regular 
Session, does not expressly amend any .exist· 
ing section of the Constitution, but adds 
new sections thereto; therefore, the provi. 
sions thereof are printed in BLACK·FACED 
. TYPE to indicate that they are NEW.) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 
ARTICLE XIII 
ing the assessed value therefor on the lien 
date in 1967 as the proportion of the assess· 
ment of said parcel on said date determined 
by the ratio of the area of any said lands to 
the area of the tax parcel of which they were 
a part· on said date. 
(c) The total statewide assessed valuation 
of lands shall be the amount and the estimate 
of civilian population shall be the number 
for the latest dates prior to the date of assess· 
ment as determined and published by those 
li'irst, That Section 1.60 is added to Article state agencies responsible therefor. For each 
T, to read: year subsequent to 1968, the Controller of 
<lC. 1.60. Any lands owned by any coun· the state shall determine the factor to be 
ty, city and county, or municipal corporation used as. hereinabove provided. 
subject to taxation pursuant to Section 1 of Second, That Section 1.61 is added to Arti. 
this article shall be taxed in proportion to cle XIII, to read: 
the value thereof to be ascertained as pro. Sec. 1.61. Any review, equalization and 
vided in said section; provided, however, adjustment by the State Board of Equaliza. 
that for any year subsequent to 1968 such tion made pursuant to Section 1 shall be 
value, with respect to any of said lands 10. limited to a determination that such assess· 
cated in any county in which the aggregate ments are made in the manner speci1l.ed in 
assessed value of all property owned by any Sections 1.60, 1.62 and 1.63. 
county, city and county, or municipal corpo. Third, That Section 1.62 is added to Arti· 
ration was over 30% of the total assessed cle XIII, to read: 
value of all property taxed in said county in Sec. 1.62. For the purpose of assessing in 
1967, shall be, and with respect to all other any year subsequent to 1968 any lands owned 
said lands, shall not be more than, an amount by any county, city and county or municipal 
determined as follows: corporation in any county in which the ag. 
(a) Any said lands subject to taxation on gregate assessed value of all property owned 
the lien date in 1967, whether or not so owned by any county, city and county or municipal 
on said date, at the value assessed on said corporation was over 30 percent of the total 
date, adjusted by a factor which shall be the assessed value of all property taxed in said 
ratio of (1) the total statewide assessed valu- county in 1967, the assessment of any said 
ation of lands on the latest date prior to the lands on the lien date in 1967 shall be con· 
date of assessment divided by the estimated clusively presumed to have been valid in 
civilian population of the state on the latest every respect, and any action by any board, 
date prior to the date of assessment, to (2) court or other reviewing body with respect 
th.e total statewide assbssed valuation of lands to said assessment subsequent to July 1, 1968, 
on the lien date in 1967, divided by the esti· shall be of no effect; and any said lands 
mated civilian population of the state on that assessed on the lien date in 1967 shall be con· 
date, which for the purpose of this section is clusively presumed to be subject to taxation 
deemed to be eight hundred fl.fty.six dollars in any year subsequent to 1968 and to be 
56). assessable and taxable in any year subse. 
,b) Any said lands acquired subsequent to quent to 1968 at the situs at which they were 
the lien date in 1967 which were assessed on assessed on the lien date in 1967, any other 
said date as part of a larger tax parcel, shall provision of this article to the contrary not-
be assessed as hereinabove provided, by 1\.x. withstanding; provided, any divestment of 
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ownership of such land without water rights 
shall not diminish the quantity of water 
rights assessable and taxable at the situs as 
of the lien date in 1967. The assessment of all 
lands owned by any county, city and county, 
or municipal corporation on the lien date in 
1007 shall further be conclusively presumed 
to have included all of the interest in said 
lands so owned by said county, city and 
county, or municipal corpora.tion, and DO 
other or additional interest in said lands 
shall thereafter be assessed to any county, 
city and county or municipal corporation. 
Any such lands not assessed on the lien date 
in 1967 shall not thereafter be subject to 
taxa.tion while so owned. Any said lands 
acquired subsequent to the lien date in 1967 
which were not &sseBBed on said date and 
each lien date thereafter shall not be subject 
to taxation while so owned. 
Fourth, That Section 1.63 is added to Arti-
cle XIII, to read: 
Sec. 1.63. No replacement or substitu-
tion, made subsequent to March 19M, of im-
provements belonging to any county, city 
and county, or municipal corporation, shall, 
while owned by and in the possession of any 
county, city and county, or municipal corpo-
ration, be assessed at more than the highest 
value ever assesBed upon the improvement 
replaced by such replacement or sub1otitution 
improvement. 
Fifth, That Section 1.64 is added to Arti-
cle XIII, to read: 
Sec. 1.64. The term '1ands" as used in 
Section 1 and Sections 1.60 to 1.69 inclusive, 
of this article shall mean lands and any h-
terest in lands including, but not limited to, 
all right to water or to the use or flow of 
water in or from any natural stream, lake or 
watercourse or in or from any ground water 
source. 
Sixth, That Section 1.65 is added to Arti-
cle XIII, to read: 
Sec. 1.66. "Oounty, city and county, or 
municipal corporation," as used in Section 1 
and Sections 1.60 to 1.69, inclusive, of this 
article, shall be deemed to include any pub. 
lic district or public agency. 
Seventh, That Section 1.66 is added to 
Article XIII, to read: 
Sec. 1.66. No tax, charge, assessment or 
levy of any character or kind whatsoever, 
other than those taxes and assessments pro· 
vided for in Sections 1 and 1.60 to 1.65, in. 
clusive, of this article, by any county or 
other public agency, to which any .county, 
city and county or municipal corporation 
may be subject by reason of the production, 
gathering, storage, transmission, sale or use 
of water by it, shall be based upon or cal-
culated upon the consumption or use of such 
water outside the boundaries of any such 
county or other public agency. 
Eighth, That Section 1.67 is added to Arti-
de XIII, to read: 
Sec. 1.67. For the purpose of assessiI 
any year subsequent to 1968 any lands owll."" 
by any county, city and county or municipal 
corporatiuJl, .. hich lands were asslillsed to 
such county, city and county or municipal 
corporation on the lien date in 1966 in any 
county in which the aggregate asseBSed value 
of all property owned by any county, city 
and county or municipal corporation was 
more than 35 percent of the total assessed 
value of all property taxed in said county in 
1966, the terms "lien date in 1967" and 
"1967," wherever used in Sections 1.60 to 
1.66, inclusive, of this article, shall be deemed 
to be '1ien date in 1966" and "1966," respec· 
tively, and the amount of eight hundred 
flftr·six dollars ($856) in Section 1.60 of this 
artIcle shall be deemed to be seven hundred 
sixty.six dollars ($766). 
Ninth, That Section 1.68 is added to Arti-
cle XIII, to read: 
Sec. 1.68. Alq interest of any character 
or kind whatsoever, other than a lease for 
agricultural purposes, owned, claimed, pos· 
sessed or controlled by any person othel' than 
a county, city and county or municipal cor· 
poration in any lands owned by any county, 
city and county or municipal corporation, 
which lands are subject to taxation pursuant 
to Section 1 of this article, shall be taxa\'llq 
to such person except to the extent that I 
person or such interest is expressly 
empted from taxation by the provisions of 
this Oonstitution. Such interest shall be 
taxed to such person in proportion to the 
value thereof to be ascertained as provided 
in Section 1 of this article j provided, how· 
ever, that such value shall,not exceed the 
aggregate value so ascertained of all inter. 
ests in said lands reduced by the value of the 
interest in said lands owned by any county, 
city and county or municipal corporation as· 
certained as provided in Sections 1.60 to 1.67, 
inclusive, of this article. 
Tenth, That Section 1.69 is added to Arti-
cle XIII, to read: 
Sec. 1.69. Nothing in Sections 1.60 to 1.67, 
inclusive, of this article shall be construed 
as exempting from taxation any interest in 
property of any character or kind whatso· 
ever owned, claimed, possessed or controlled 
by any person other than a county, city and 
county or municipal corporation, or as reno 
dering such interest taxable by any method 
other than that provided for in Section 1 of 
this article j nor shall such interest be con· 
sidered as constituting property 01' lands 
owned by a county, city and county or mu-
nicipal corporation for the purpose of com-
puting any of the percentage figures reo 
quired to be computed in determining thl! 
applicability of any of the provisions of r 
tions 1.60, 1.62 or 1.67 of this article. 
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